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Abstract

The particular location of port infrastructure holds characteristics that determine the
activity of the port, both with respect to traffic and with respect to implementing
competitive strategies; and the efficiency and efficacy of infrastructure depend on
the governance systems that regulate the ports. Likewise, the development of port
activity echoes in the regional economy as well, hence governance becomes integral
to maximizing the impact of ports on their region’s economic development.
However, the activity of a port transcends the domestic/regional frontiers, as long as
the port intends to take part in a global supply chain. Achieving this aim poses a
challenge on the authorities that govern port activity, and this challenge needs to be
seized when it comes to adjusting the governance to external and internal goals.

In the specific case of the analysed ports, the prevailing governance model is known
as Landlord, which differs noticeably from port to port. These differences make it
possible to distinguish the orientation of European ports from that of the analysed
Latin American ports, showing a dissimilar adjustment of the conception of
governance that followed objectives that were not simultaneous. The paper draws
forth a questioning of the uniqueness of the denomination Landlord and its
legitimacy given the new challenges. Furthermore, the paper opens the way to
understanding the need to adapt governance to changes, given the examined
experiences. The analysis covers the following cases: Argentina, Brazil, Chile,
Colombia, France, Italy, Portugal and Spain.

Keywords: Governance, Port system, Ports, Latin America, Europe

Introduction
In general terms, a governance model is derived from a sequence of circumstances.
Therefore, it is able to evolve on time and to face new challenges by reforming itself.
Each reform configures a new governance model, as Fig. 1 shows. Originally crafted by
Brooks and Cullinane (2007), the Figure allows to explain many of the changes that
took place in European and Latin American ports when a wave of reforms first took
place in the 90s.

At the very beginning, changes on governance model could be related to market
changes, the establishment of new goals, the disposal of additional resources, a techno-
logical innovation or merely the saturation and inefficiency of the port facilities and

services.
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Fig. 1 The decision flows for port governance. Source: Saénchez and Pinto (2015) from Brooks and Cullinane
(2007). Note: grey boxes are from Brooks and Cullinane (2007)

However, over the time, reasons that lead governance reform are being modified, for
example: deepen changes happening in the market; traditional ports facing physical re-
strictions that require the construction of new facilities (greenfield ports); lessons to
learn from the reform process and new legal and regulatory instruments appearing; or
some objectives from the original reforms are being accomplished and new strategic
targets appear. The process to face any of these new challenges is not always simple.
This fact could cause the reform to follow an unexpected path or even to never take
place.

The aim of this paper is to compare how the changes experienced in port activity
have been reflected in the port governance reforms conducted in the Latin countries
both in South America and in Europe.

In South America, the chosen cases were Argentina, Brazil, Chile and Colombia. The
choice was based on two reasons: 1. The age of reforms; 2. The relevance in the total
quantity of containers operated in the region. Indeed, the four countries were pioneers
in Latin American port reforms (along with Mexico and Uruguay), and provided guidance
to other national reforms that occurred later. The 2013—2015 average participation of the
four countries on the total throughput of South America was 76% (CEPAL, 2015). The
cases in Southern Europe: France, Italy, Portugal and Spain, correspond to the definition
indicated on the paper as countries of “Latin origin” on both continents.

The object of work of this paper is the port governance. However, each port tends to
generate new governance structures in accordance with national regulations. Therefore,
there is a relationship between port reform and governance (as it is shown in Fig. 1)
and, in order to better understand the kind of governance that exists in each case, port
reforms must be analysed.

In this paper, the approach to port governance is general, considering the port au-
thority and the cluster as a whole in terms of governance.

To deal with the paper’s goal, firstly the governance concept is introduced and ana-
lysed from a literature review in "The port governance concept” section, specially



Gonzalez Laxe et al. Journal of Shipping and Trade (2016) 1:14 Page 3 of 20

focused in the port governance issue. The case studies dealing with South American
and the European countries are shown in "Cases analysis" section. The analysis applied
in this section is mainly qualitative; data collection methods used for this section in-
clude literature review, legal documents revision and interviews to both public and pri-
vate port officials. Finally, "Discussion” and "Conclusions" sections respectively, present
the discussion and summarizes the main conclusions drawn as well as introduces the

pending points for further research in this field.

The port governance concept

The governance concept is usually understood as a governmental issue. However, this
concept goes beyond the public context, and can also be approached from the corpor-
ate and social perspective. According to Stoker (1998) cited in Lam et al. (2013)
“governance is a complex set of institutions and actors drawn from, and also beyond,
government. It identifies self-governing mechanisms of actors”. Similarly, Monios (2015)
argues that “official government institutions become only one part of the totality of the
governance process. Governance then becomes a broader process of distributing authority
and allocating resources, of managing relationships, behaviour or processes to achieve a
desired outcome.”

From the broader point of view, governance refers to the set of rules and structures
available for managing their own strategies; from the administration perspective,
governance refers to the set of rules and structures imposed on firms to influence their
decisions (Brooks and Cullinane 2007).

In any case, discussing governance means discussing how to provide the proper con-
text for the coordination of the stakeholders involved in an activity in order to
maximize their performance as a whole. “Ports are inclined to develop new governance
structures, which should be tailored to the specific local conditions in terms of culture
and port objectives” (Notteboom 2007, page 438).

According to Geiger (2011), cited in Borges Vieira et al. (2014), any model of govern-
ance must take into account three basic queries: who, what and how it governs. These
three points are directly related to the cornerstones of the governance: its structure, its
actions and its own elements. The structure refers to the regulatory framework; the ac-
tions, to the tools leading to coordination; and the elements, to the agents and flows.

Inside the framework of port governance, Talley (2009) highlighted that “Port govern-
ance refers to the ownership, management, and control of the operations of a port”;
that is, the author presents a perception of the port governance concept similar to that
of the World Bank (2007), which indicates what port governance refers to, but does
not clarify what it is that it implies. Considering other authors, we can distinguish two
levels: the port and the port authority. The first level refers to the socio-economic
agents and political bodies linked to a port; the second one, to port management as a
firm (Verhoeven and Vanoutrive 2012). In the latter, the governance process is defined
according to how the interaction between policy makers and the port authority takes
place: the greater the port authority autonomy, the greater its own responsibility in port
management performance (Brooks and Pallis 2008). “In seaports, a distinction needs to
be made between PA governance and port governance. The governance of the PA is
closely linked with corporate governance issues, such as shareholder influence, structure
of the board of governors and corporate social responsibility. Port governance, on the
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other hand, is more related to cluster governance since a port consists of a variety of ac-
tors” (De Langen 2007, page 458). In the end, the port governance process lies in the
establishment of a set of rules compatible with both its trajectory and its future objec-
tives (Brooks 2004). Following Gonzalez-Laxe (2013), cited in Sanchez and Pinto
(2015), the key elements for port governance in practice are the institutions, the mech-
anisms and the processes involved.

As the guide provided by the World Bank in 2007 (Port Reform Toolkit) states, there
are four basic models of port administration, although they can vary according to the
legal status of the corresponding port authority (Ferrari et al. 2015). These four models
are i) the Service Port, ii) the Tool Port, iii) the Landlord Port and iv) the Private
Service Port. They can be distinguished from each other depending on who provides
the port services and also who exerts the ownership and the management of the supra-
infrastructure: the public or the private sector (for a deeper understanding, see also
Brooks (2004), Brooks and Cullinane (2007) or Debrie et al. (2013)). The port model fi-
nally chosen depends on the socio-economic context, the location of facilities, the flows
of traffic and the historical development (that is, on how the port is organized, struc-
tured and managed). The degree of the private sector involvement also depends on the
development of the capital market and the country tradition regarding the transport
services provision. The governing authority (either at a national, regional or local level)
states the legal framework determining the model of port governance. Once the legal
framework has been set up, a supervising entity of the port authorities' actions must be
established. It can be dependent of either the central government or of minor public
administration levels. The configuration of this entity and the degree of autonomy it
confers to the port authorities are key in the port governance model definition, making
it possible to go beyond the World Bank classification (Sanchez and Pinto 2015).

Brooks and Cullinane (2007) identify five basic alternatives of port governance
depending on how the public and the private sectors share the ownership, the manage-
ment and the control of ports: i) central ownership, management and control; ii) cen-
tral ownership and local management and control; iii) public ownership and
management and control exerted by a corporation; iv) public ownership with private
management through a concession arrangement; and finally v) private ownership, man-
agement and control. The distribution of both the functions of the ports and their con-
trol mechanisms can vary by countries even for the same model. Nevertheless, it is
always assumed that the ownership and the assets control lie in the administration
when the port model is public, whereas a complete functions transfer from the public
sector is required for considering a port model as private.

The conception of port governance models evolves both in time and space because of
the confluence of several elements: i) devolution, ii) corporate governance, iii) oper-
ational profile, iv) functional autonomy, v) functional pro-activeness, vi) investment re-
sponsibility and (vii) financial autonomy (see Verhoeven and Vanoutrive 2012). This
evolution has intensified since the 1990s, in line with the devolution programs devel-
oped all around the world. Those reforms sought to increase the transparency, optimize
the resources and find new financial sources (Brooks 2004)'. Additional and relevant
changes for the port governance evolution are: i) the new paradigm of ports (nodes in-
stead of places); ii) the need for ports to be competitive, flexible and efficient, iii) the
internationalization of cargo handling firms, iv) the confluence of different port
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governance models into the same geographical area and v) a larger spatial scope of
ports and a reduction of ties with the cities where they are located (Vanoutrive 2012).
It could be concluded that port governance models are influenced by the size of the
corresponding port authority (Verhoeven 2011), and evolve because of the socio-
economic framework and the performance of ports (Brooks and Pallis 2008).

Usually, reforms in port governance programmes are imposed by the government
looking for an improvement in efficiency, to face budget restrictions or merely for ideo-
logical reasons. However, those guidelines do not always lead to the expected result. It
is necessary to develop a suitable model of port governance (according to the context
and the objectives and challenges stated) in order to achieve the optimal outcome. Des-
pite this, it should be stressed that an entrepreneur context can be more determinant
for the port success than any formal model of port governance (when the port author-
ity enjoys a reasonable level of autonomy and the proper legal framework is clearly
stated)® (Verhoeven 2009). The legitimacy of their acts will be assessed by their out-
comes according to their challenges (Vanoutrive 2012).

Indeed, the main objective of port governance is to boost the performance of the fa-
cilities through the establishment of a suitable management model®. That model must
serve to achieve the expected goals (the optimal outcome will never be possible with
the wrong model.) Nevertheless, governance is not the only element determining port
performance. This is also linked to the efficiency and effectiveness of the port logistics
chains (Brooks (2004), Brooks and Pallis (2008), Verhoeven (2011), Borges Vieira et al.
(2014). The lack of an active port policy, a poor statement of the goals, the simultan-
eous development of additional policies with a negative impact on port outcome or
merely an inadequate decision could also deliver an unexpected result (Sanchez and
Pinto 2015).

Baltazar and Brooks (2001) suggest that port outcome depends on the context. It is
known that an inadequate configuration of the port governance model* can lead to
troubles in the post-devolution period (Brooks and Pallis 2008). However, despite the
relevance of the governance-outcome relationship, there is scarce economic literature
going beyond the analysis of the structure and the port functions (Borges Vieira
et al. 2014).

In order to fill this gap and deepen the assessment of the governance, Borges Vieira
et al. (2014) propose the analysis of port governance by separating its different dimen-
sions. Namely: i) the structure, identifying its components and evaluating its effective-
ness and evolution over time; ii) the actions, taking into account the degree of
coordination among them at both flows and agents levels; and iii) the elements,
through the analysis of the evolution of their coordination degree and the efficiency on
the management of flows and information. Their hypothesis is that the port governance
model is adequate when it favours the players' integration and increases the efficiency.

The complexity of port governance has increased over time. During the last three de-
cades and independently of the countries’ development level, there has been a progres-
sive port devolution process, both through the transference of competences to minor
administration levels and through the increase in the participation of the private sector.
Likewise, the rules operating in the maritime transport sector are being standardized,
services are been homogenized, and economic agents are concentrating on boosting
scale and agglomeration economies. Additionally, maritime flows increase introduces
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three new challenges: i) the management of route imbalances and, consequently, the re-
turn of empty containers; ii) the congestion of some ports and facilities; and iii) the ne-
cessity of a bigger budget to face infrastructure improvements (Gonzélez Laxe 2008).

Because of all these changes, port activity goes beyond the five basic activities identi-
fied by the UNCTAD in 1992. Namely: i) cargo planning; ii) its storage; iii) its receipt
and delivery; iv) ship operations; and v) quay operations. As Drewe and Janssen (1996)
(among others) highlighted, ports became nodes in logistics chains. That implies new
challenges for the port governance. New and more specialised services integrated in
complex logistics chains are expected. Following Verhoeven (2009), that means port
managers ought to promote: i) a sustainable development of port activity; ii) the port’s
integration into logistic chains; and iii) the development of market strategies for port
management. Vanoutrive (2012) considers that there are basically three challenges to
port governance: firstly, he suggests that managers must be able to exert influence on
the ports. As the ports shift from places to nodes in logistic chains, it is increasingly
difficult to exert that influence because the management of those chains surpasses their
competencies. Secondly, there are no citizens in the ports. Therefore, there is a lack of
agents upon which to exert influence. Thirdly, the environmental impact of port activ-
ity must be taken into account.

The reforms conducted in port governance follow different paths, although the main
challenges and objectives of the ports today are very similar all around the world. Ng
and Pallis (2010) drew that conclusion based on the important differences they found
among port governance practices conducted in a group of countries. These authors jus-
tified those differences because of the observed asymmetries among the countries at
the institutional level. Specifically, they found that the role of the ports varies according
to the political tradition of each country. In all of the cases, economic agents linked to
the maritime sector were included in the management models (although with different
degrees of engagement), and a larger financial autonomy was conceded to the ports.
However, the new mechanisms can be more closely related to the public administration
or to the market depending on the country. The same conclusion can be drawn in the
case of the EU. The diversity of rules makes it impossible to identify a European model
per se, although the landlord framework is by far the most extended (see Verhoeven
(2009) for a revision of the impact of the EU rules on port governance.)

In general terms, it can be concluded that the broadly imposed model assumes the
principles of the market economy and realises that the traffic is increasingly concen-
trated around a small number of ports. Likewise, the devolution processes have chan-
ged the balance between the public and the private sector in port management.
Nevertheless, changes undergone have not been the same and the models imposed dif-
fer among them (Debrie et al. 2013). This paper emphasises these statements by focus-
ing on the Latin countries but grouping them by continent: Europe vs South America.

Cases analysis

In both Southern Europe and South America, port governance has changed signifi-
cantly in recent years. Those changes can be examined in two sets: the first is related
to external reasons (it intends to answer the question “why should port governance
have changed?”), and the second one to the purpose of port reforms (it intends to an-
swer the question “why did port reform take place?”).
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The first set of external reasons, common to the entire analysed block, is linked to
the following matters: a) a greater economic globalization of commercial transactions
that brought along a substantial shift with respect to the strategic behaviour of the pri-
vate and public agents participating in the logistics chain; b) a change in the maritime
industry that implied a commitment to containers, and to larger and more competitive
vessels; as well as a substantial change in the strategies of companies regarding the con-
stitution of new maritime alliances; c) a new port hierarchy stemmed from the appear-
ance of hub ports that shows the new conditions put together by the global economy
which impact the maritime and port industries.

The second set (“the actual changes”) shows the original reform objectives: a) putting
saturated public-sector ports back on a viable footing®; b) solving the pre-existing ser-
ious problem of port inefficiency; c) reducing fiscal burden coming from ports® d)
introducing private-sector capital and business management to create a port services
industry that emphasizes market demands and competition. The solution proposed was
the application of antimonopoly regimes to ensure that no group within the port com-
munity is able to insulate itself from market forces and extract monopoly rents; e) im-
proving external trade competitiveness’; f) dealing with the labour problems, low
productivity and high costs that existed in almost all ports. This set of changes is
mainly, but not exclusively, related to South America cases.

In Latin America, private income was intended to be co-ordinated with a public
action different from the previous one. In this sense, “to promote private-sector in-
volvement in port services and port facilities, a central government must adopt a
market-oriented institutional framework which reassigns operational, planning and ad-
ministrative functions among public-sector agencies and private interests, in order to
ensure that dominant port groups cannot distort the commercial environment in which
trade relations take place” (UNCTAD, 1992). The major elements of such a framework
included statutory authority for private participation, deregulation, decentralization, an
antimonopoly regime and a public-sector agency that balances competing interests to
ensure that no one group can utilize market mechanisms to obtain a monopoly pos-
ition. The statutory authority should clearly define standards for the approval of
private-sector proposals and establish a strong presumption that increased participation
will benefit the nation through increased competition, in order to avoid the endless
problems and delays of trying to satisfy imprecise regulatory requirements.

In a similar manner, these circumstances stirred the dynamic of a distribution of du-
ties between the public and private sectors among the Southern European countries
under analysis thus bringing about a substantial change in port governance.

Where once the model presented a prominent public sector presence (be it of state,
regional o local origin); now, port models have become more complex. The private sec-
tor is gradually gathering presence in management, while economic, social and institu-
tional agencies have increased participation in decision-making.

An augmented international competition, the consolidation of global supply chains
and the increased efficiency and quality of port services demand new immediate
responses.

As the investment needed to undertake new initiatives in infrastructure, equipment
and facilities fails to be taken on by governments or public authorities, some ports and
port institutions face an evident dilemma. In the first place, some ports encounter an
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additional issue in the appearance of certain bottlenecks in logistics chains and in the
functioning of port operations that hinder efficient maintenance. Such situations pre-
vent ports from responding to the highly competitive international atmosphere. In cer-
tain circumstances, liberalization dynamic starts to take form. Similarly, as functioning
ports and their decision-making process fall inside centralizing frameworks, new under-
takings are aimed at the start-up of more decentralizing mechanisms, strengthened by
new shifts of power among port authorities. Finally, and as a third assumption, the bid
is placed on the creation and operation of agencies, entities or corporate organizations,
and of privatization dynamics, with the aim of achieving new capabilities of manage-
ment and liability.

This process can also be approached from the port-devolution perspective (Cullinane
and Song (2002), Brooks (2004), Baltazar and Brooks (2007)) of transferring duties from
the Administration and central government to other organisms or administrative en-
tities, be them public or private, in order to improve the ability to supervise, develop
participation, guarantee management transparency, or incorporate technological ad-
vances. As a whole, the content of port-devolution is part of a dynamic applied by cer-
tain governments with views on implementing new public management principles in
the areas of transport and the maritime-port sector. This means applying new eco-
nomic and commercial principles to governmental management, favouring stronger
liberalization and decentralization processes and answering to the conditions set by the

local environment.

Analysis of the mechanisms involved in governance reforms

In Southern Europe, the reform process gradually adjusted to a new international pano-
rama. Therefore they became governmental responses and, consequently, determina-
tions that lined up with the guidelines of a more competitive, global and open
environment, highly integrated in international networks. Meanwhile, in Latin America,
reforms followed the trend of a more or less generalised transformation of State
involvement in economy at the beginning of the 1990s, after the stimulus of the
Washington Consensus. Table 1 exhibits the timeline of the major reforms:

In order to carry out the analysis of governance evolution, a set of analytic categories
must be pinpointed. The authors have selected the previously identified cornerstones:
structure, actions and elements (where structure refers to the regulatory frame-
work; actions to the tools leading to coordination; and elements, to the agents and
flows.) It is also essential to differentiate between the port and the port authority
(socio-economic agents and the political bodies and port management.) In sum-
mary, the analysis examines the key elements for port governance in practice: the
institutions, the mechanisms and the processes. Tables 2 and 3 constitute the main
features of the changes in port governance that took place in both regions, following the
Vanoutrive (2012) model, coherent with analysed works (Brooks and Cullinane (2007),
Verhoeven and Vanoutrive (2012), Brooks (2004), Gonzalez-Laxe (2013) and Sanchez and
Pinto (2015).

Discussion
The sequences and categories of reform dynamics respond to scales that differ regard-
ing i) private participation; ii) various levels of decentralization; iii) unequal advantages
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Table 1 Timeline of port reforms

Argentina Brazil Chile Colombia France [taly Portugal Spain
1991 Col-91
1992 Spa-92
1993 Arg-93 Bra-93
1994 [ta-94

1997 Arg-97 Chi-97

1998 Por-98

2001 Bra-01

2002 Por-02

2003 Spa-03
2004 Fra-04

2005 Chi-05

2006

2007 Bra-07 Por-07

2008 Bra-08 Fra-08

2009

2010 Spa-10
2011 Spa-11
2012 Arg-12 Por-12

2013 Arg-13 Bra-13

2014 Arg-14 Ita-14 Por-14

2015

2016 Arg-16 lta-16

Source: own development, based on each country’s national legislation

in the field of marketing and fees configuration; iv) diverse structures of
corporatization; v) dissimilar elements taken in order to compose the governance
model and vi) different mechanisms of contracts and duration of concession periods.

The several responses of the port systems in the “Latin countries” of Southern Europe
and South America bid on the landlord model, where port administration assumes
regulatory functions and controls the port supply, granting concessions on port oper-
ation and workforce to the private sector, shaping governance schemes in accordance
with the Landlord model.

The first approach to the contents of Tables 2 and 3 has allowed for the formation of
new questions about the meaning of governance and the landlord model. The defin-
ition of governance is insufficient, especially within the port environment. In this con-
text, various schemes lead to different levels, such as the port, the port authorities or
the logistics chain. The central role of the ports calls for a unified governance that will
lead the way for synergies and new modes of authority enforcement and resolution of
controversies.

Figure 1 shows a variation of the reasons that generate a change in the reforms. The
grey sections are those originally studied by Brooks and Cullinane (2007). Afterwards,
Sanchez and Pinto (2015) identified additional reasons that call for a change in the



Page 10 of 20

Gonzalez Laxe et al. Journal of Shipping and Trade (2016) 1:14

(219 ‘03D B9) abieyd

Ul S9AIINJAX3 pue s10103l1g JO pleog
'slap|oyaleys Jo Aquiassy o1 ‘Aueduwiod
paywi] e 0} buipuodsaiiod 5oy |

'SODIAIDS PRIDLIISDI IDHO 18yl 6
pue sadIAIes 11od AlojeujwLDSIp-UOU pue
uado Jayo 1ey) sjeuiwdl L€ :spod a1eAld
"SADIAIDS

yod Aiojeujwidsip-uou pue usdo Jayo
1eU} S|eUILLLIS} DA} "UONBS|[BIIUSDP [elied

(qeuUslepbRWIOD pue INY)

31B1S 39Ul YIIM UOISSDU0D 1od JO 10eiu0d
e ublis (me| Aq parenbal) saluedwod
a1eAud ‘me a1esodiod) ayi Japun budy

‘MmeT 21e10dioD) 01 103[gns

‘spod a1eAlld “Apoq uonedidde mej
2y3 sl podsuel] Jo AnsiUIN (W1sAS
suonelodio) d1jgngd) JUsWUISA0D
[euoneu ay1 Aq pareubissp
‘Auedwio) ay1 01 bulpiodde
'SI9qWIBW 3211 JO Al JO AI01alig VY

‘suod a1eald Al Aluam| “saluedwod
PaUMO-31RIS U3} AQ palaisiuluipe
'S901A9S Lod AIojeUIWILIDSIP-UOU

pue usdo Jsyo 1eyy suod

911 USAS[F "UONBSI[RIIUSIP [elled

'SI9YJ0 pue BULIOPaASIS 3| SDIAIDS
apiroid Ajpdalip Jouued sajuedwod
21e31S "Me| suolelodiod ssauisng

03 bujpiodde ‘suod a1ealld ‘suod
21ignd 404 (sa1uedwod) $aMIIUS A1eIS

SIDNIOM OWOO
al1y 01 palinbal ale sioresado uod |je
:21N1ea) [e1Dads e S| (SUoNeOoSse INogel)
HOWDO 'S|IUNO)) [e3514 1104 PUe S|1DUNCD
SAIIBNSIUIWIPY L0 ‘SaNLOYINY 1U0d Jo
[IPUNOD) [eUONEN :S3IPOC JSYIQ (]1UN0D
Aoyiny 1Uod) ,dyD ‘uonenbal 1oy
OVINY ‘S1ybu uoissaduod pue bujuueld
10§ ¢3S :BuUIMO||0f BU1 BIe SAIPO] Ule
‘me a1ejodiod

01 123(gns ‘suod 31eAld ‘|ed0) 1o [epuiaocid
'|eJopay} 1 29 UswuIsA0b Bulpuodsaiiod
34} U0 puadap sanuoyiny ay L

'SdNL 8TL 18 2I3YL (d3S 01 payul| Apdaip
3Je 210J2I3Y) PUB ISP|OYD0IS Jofew

343 Sl JuUsWUIRA0D [ISPa4) saluedwiod
ognd pue a1eaud paieys aie yoiym

' saluedwlod }pop, ay1 Aq parelisiuiupe
ale suod €7 | :ledpiunyy pue [epuIAOIg
!17 'suod |ei1opa4 Jo dn apew S| waisAs
yod ulepy 'salpoq [euswuianob jedpiunu
pue [epuUIACId YUM Ulewd) S3In1es)

QUIOS ('959NBNUO Ul 43S ‘SHOd Jo Ansiuly
JO uoIIeaID) UONESI|RIUSD-3) JO SSad01d
|ered e ‘Z007 J9YY UONES|[eIIUSDP [elled

‘0bJed UMo Iy}

3|puey Ajuo pinod sdn L ‘A|jeutbuQ saob.ed
Aued piiy1 s|puey 0} PssLOYINe MOu a1
(sdnL) sHod a1eald “fedpiunw pue (sa1e1s)

‘me a1ejodio) 03 13fgns ‘spod
31eAld 101035 21eAld Syl pue suolun
apel} ‘saAnejuasaIdal Juswuianob

Jo dn apew si winosUod Yyoe3
"plojpueT se 1oe 0} paspoyine

pue ‘pod ay3 jo uonesado pue
uonensiulupe 3yl oy a|qisuodsal
Apog diignd s3e3s-UoU B ‘,WNIUoSuU0D),
e Aq pabeuew aie syod [epuiroid
2WOS ‘[ed0] Jo [epulA0Id ‘|e1apay

11 99 ‘JUswiulaAob Bulpuodsauod
341 Uo puadap sanuoyiny ay L

'suod a1eald g€ pue ‘suod jedpiunw
pue epulroid H€ ‘(Sally souang)
uod |esspsy | Jo dn spew I

w1sAs 1od ulepy “UONeS|eIUSI(

'sadlAIes Lod AJojeujwndsip-uou
pue uado apiroid 1snw Wy Jo

||e *,221]9s 21jgnd, se pauyap A|jeb3
S| suop ‘ledipunw pue [euiAcid
'|RJ9pP3y Se PalyIsse|d ale SUod

S9IPOQ BupeW-UOISIdSQ

92UrUISAOD SUOd

[e1duIA0Id ‘|BISP3) Se PRUYISSe|D BJe SUOd  'SAIpOq M| 31eAld/sannud [eba] umQ Vg snieis
'Seale pue| paumo-asieald pue 'seale pue| paumo-aieald pue 'seale pue| paumo-aieAld pue  'sease pue| paumo-sleAld pue ‘seale
'Seale J91eM JO UOISSaOU0D AQ ‘suod a1eAlld  UOISSIDUOD awinew Aq ‘suod a1eAlld  ‘Seale J31em JO UOISSaduU0d Ag ‘suiod 21eAlld  Ja1BM JO UOISSaOU0D Aq ‘suod a1eAlld
91815 21815 9115 9115 Auadoud
[9POW 3DUBUISAOD
VIaWO10D JUHD 11Z2v4a VNILNIOYY

eOLISWY YINOS Ul S|3POW 95URUIDAOY) T 3jqeL



Page 11 of 20

Gonzalez Laxe et al. Journal of Shipping and Trade (2016) 1:14

saA1103(qo Aljigeloid a1eaud suod a1eAld
'sjeob AMjige3jold umo s103saAul

a1eAld pue Awouoine [eueuly X3INOD
4O SSaURAIRIIRAWOD pue Aduaidiy3 Uod

“12211U0D Y1 BuIMOo)|04

‘luswdoleAs( UOd JO Ue|d J2ISBN B
sodnpoud usyy "y d yoed uaded yiomaulely
3Y1 Se 'Ue|d uoisuedx3 104 saonpoud s1e1s

,Jlignday ay1 Jo [eIauan Jajjondwiod
‘Aouaby ain1dNJIsesu| [euolieN
AQg pasiaadns 10e1UOD) UOISSDUOD) -ddY

'spuod a1eaud ul suonenbal oN
‘sanoyIne ayl Aq paieinbai Ajjened

Aloyine awiniew ay} Jo suolienbai
9y} pasy 0} uopebl|qo Japun ‘ssadde 3.4

‘saluedwod
a1eAud AQ pajjoauod ‘suod S1eAlld 91e1S

1661 IS ‘piojpuer

Auedwiod
Pa1WIT Yo JO $31N1e1S Syl BUIMO)|0}
‘snowiouoine A|jny aie salpoq bundalqg

e/U

saAna(go Aujigenyoid a1eaud :suod
a1eAlld s1afoid s Ul Ajigeyyoud
[BIDOS puP AWOUOINe [e|duRUI4

‘me| a1eAud o3 123fgns

'spod 21l “JBPUI[ED) SIUDWISIAU|
1e9A-G pue ue|d Ja1Se|\ Jedk-0z e
9AeY 0} palinbal Auedwod pod yoe3

Auedwo) a1e15 yoes uo puadap
'S9SSDDDB ‘SHIOM SDIAIDS UOWIWOD)

'S9I3IUS 31eAld 0} UOISSDUO0D Ybnoiyl

Ajuo (s9

oej BUIYaq) S|euIuIR] 1Y

‘suod
21eAnd ul suonenbal oN “Auouoiny

Aioyine awnpew ayl Jo suoinenbal
3y} paay 03 uonebiqo Japun
‘ss900e 23J4 :spod d1jgnd pue a1eAlld

‘saluedwod a1eAld
AQ paJ|0u0d ‘spod 1Al D1e1S

1661 9IS ‘pIojpue]

‘BuIxly 91eJ 9344 :sHod 31eALd "SIDIAISS
Pa.340 UO Ssyuey Jo bumas ayl

Ul SNOWOUOINY "9dUBUIS JO ANSIUIN
ay1 Aq panoidde 1e6png umQ

e/u

‘Bulsuad|| [eauswuoliAug “ueld bulbpaiq
‘ueld AdusIdDIYS puUB UONEZIUISPOIN

(101935 31eAld dY) O} Pases| aq 0} sanI|Iey
d|qissod se paddew aiam suod Aionieis
343} UIYIIM Pa1ed0| Seale [eUlWIR) 65 1)
syod ojgnd pue s1eaud Joy ‘uoisuedxy

‘spod awnuew Ul JuswdoRasp
ainynisesul poddns oy s3oefoid

pue swelboid ‘sainsesaw JO UO[INIAXS Y}
Bunowoid pue sspijod sy bulzenwiioy
10} pue bujuueld 4oy ajqisuodsal si 435

'$I0359AUI UO puadap ‘suod a1eAlld
(00} [epuUIAOId INQ ‘AlUlew [elapa)) 1.1

'suod a1eaud uj suonenbal oN
‘santoyine ayl Aq paieinbai Ajjered

suojun
apel} Woly aduanpu| “Alloyine swinew
3y} Jo suope|nbal sy paay o1 uonebigo
J9pun ‘ssaxde 33l :suod dlgnd pue 31eAlld

‘sa1uedwod
91eAud AQ pajjoauod ‘suod a1eAlld 91e1s

€661 92Ul ‘pIojpue]

“JudJedsuel} pue 3|qissadde
2Je 101035 9y} Ul payidde saoud pue syel
1ey3 bulnsus jo abieyd ul ale sanuoyiny

e/u

‘sAemiarem puejul

10} ue|d Buibpalp pue seAndfgo
Aujigeyoid a1eand spod a1eald
'SONSS| [LIUSWIUOIIAUT

‘uejd Bulbpalg ‘BupueUl ‘UOISURAXT

Aus yoe3

'$10159AUI UO puadap ‘suod a1eAlld
(003 [edUIAOCI INQ ‘Ajulewl [BISP3)) 1€l

'suod a1eaud uj suonenbal oN
‘sanoyIne ayl Aq paieinbai Ajjered

SuOIUN 3peJ} WOy duUaN|U|
"AlIoyine awiew ay) Jo suonenbal

3y} paay 03 uonebiqo Japun
‘ssa00e 2aJ4 :spod d1jgnd pue a1eAlld

‘soluedwod a1eAud
AQ pa]|03u0d ‘spod S1eAlld D1e1S

sabuajieyd Jofepy

Buuueld

SIUSWIISaAUL 2in1dNJIselu|

sabuajieyd

5994

S3DIAIDS [eDIUYDB)-[eDINeN

|013U0d pue Auadold

uonesado Juswabeuew Ul $3111[epOW 9DURUISAOCD

7661 IS ‘pIojpue]

‘sanuoyine
1ueA3[a) 9yl Aq panoidde 19bpng

e/u

[OPOW

Awouoiny

diysiaunied

(PanuUOD) BILBWY YINOS Ul S|9POW 9DURUISAOL) Z djqel



Page 12 of 20

Gonzalez Laxe et al. Journal of Shipping and Trade (2016) 1:14

uone|nbay 1odsuel] J0j UOISSILILIOD URIGWIO|0D Y],

fousby uodsues] pue suod ‘@podsuel) A souand ap m_ucmvcwu:_‘_wasw;.

1e11e1210350NS SABMIDIBA\ PUR SLIOd,

(NVIQ) swolsn) pue saxe] JO 91eJ01d3IQ [eUOIBN Y3 JO WasAs uonewoyu),

ysiueds ui ‘edijqnday e| sp [e4auUa9) euojenuo),

95anbnuiog ul ‘eiqQ dp OB 3p 401s9D 0ebIQ,

959n6NLI0J Ul ‘elien1iod dpeploIny ap OY|asuo)d),

ysiueds ui ‘eus|epbeyy | p SpueiD ol [3p [euolbay ewougiIny ugidelodiod/uoneiodio) snowouolny euolbay oAl eudjepben,
ysiueds ul ‘ein1oniisaelju) ap [euoeN enuaby/Aousby ainioniisesjul [euonen,

uole[siba| [euoleu sA1UNOd Ydes uo paseq “USWAODASP UMO :92IN0S

'suod a1eald pue djgnd yioq o3

Ajdde mej suod g1DD ¢ ,@uodsuel|iadng
‘eusjepbewlo) podsuel] jo AUl
599109 Aloieinbay ‘me| sUod 11661 ‘| Me]

'S007 ‘2 'ON S :2wibay SUoISSadU0D)

SUINB 3y} Woly sajny :suod ‘M@ SUOd MaN €107
91BALIJ "9AIIBWION UOIIRUIPIOOD) pue ‘G187 MeT 'SHOd JO ASIUl JO Uoiea)
Sa1M|De4 Bulyuag Jo abesn ‘SIsYlo /007 ‘8LS L L MET (DVLINY) Apog Aloieinbas  (BuUISUSDI| [EIUSWIUOIIAUS) /6/40 SASS
pUE SUOISSIOUOD) ‘SU|d JDISBIN 10§ MU B JO UOIBAID :|007 ‘EEZ0L MET  PUB /6/20 gNAKISS S3Iny “suod a1eaud SUETIgblels)
221090 awaIdnS A /661 ‘THS61 MeT  Siomaulel) A1oieinbas mau €661 ‘0£98 M pue dignd Ylog 10} ‘7661 ‘€60t7 MeT [eB3] JaY10 pue SMme| Ulepy

(PanuUOD) BILBWY YINOS Ul S|9POW 9DURUISAOL) Z djqel



Page 13 of 20

Gonzalez Laxe et al. Journal of Shipping and Trade (2016) 1:14

(710Z/8 1Qy) suonpuod
|e1dads uanlb sieak g 01 dn ob pinod

SUOISSOUOD 2IYM ‘S|euiuial 1daoxa
‘(s1eak G€) sa1poq 21eAld 01 SUOISSIDUOD)

0ppisT j3p souand ybnoiyy 21815

661 2Uls ‘piojpueT

Awouoine buixy a1el pue Aielebpng

pund
AlLIePI|OS 1od Y1 ybnoiyl Auepl|os

JUSWIUIDA0Y) [euolbay Ag

pajuiodde 1uspisald a1edpiyed sisyiom
pUE SJ3SN ‘SaRIUNUILIOD [eD0| pue
[PUOID3] DISYM ‘[IDUNOD) UOHEIISIUILIPY

[2181S 243 JO SUOd] OppIsT ap souand
AQ 3UOP SI UOIBUIPIOOD) 'S\ 87 OUI
padnolb ‘suod 1sa191ul [R4aUSb X|S-A104

Apog
Me|-91eAld “A1ua Alljeuosiad |eba

(s1eak Qg uoneINp Wnwixewl) saleAud o}
SUOISSEOUOD YbNoIyl 'Sy d Ag papInoid

'SyY'd @Yl pue uodsuel| awLey pue
SHOJ 10} 2INHISU| 3Y3 yBnouyy 21e1s

104 |00
‘Alsnoiaaud ‘86| 9dUls ‘piojpue

Ansiuiy

AQ paiujodde juspisald “AHUNWWOD
[PDO] Y3 WO} SdANRIUSSIdRI

pue saAneIUasaIdal [euonnIasul

AQ pawiioy ‘|IPUN0D) UOReASIUILIPY

‘podsuel]

SWIE\ puUe SUOd 10} 21n1IsU| 2y} se
yons swisiuebiQ [euoneN uo puadap
J12118| 3Y3 'SNOWOUOINE 3. JDULIO)

9] 'Sy'd A1epuodas INoy pue ‘sy'd
Arewud oAl Ag dn spew s ue1sAS ay |

Aus [eba] umo

V'd AQ P3||0J1u0D ‘91eALd

JUSWUISA0D [euOpeN

661 Ul ‘plojpuer ol
[spow pazijenusd Dljgnd e woly pauin]

‘Awouoine Aiezebpng payui]

"WBYDS [BHOIISY puR 21e10di0D
e Ul papnpul wlsAs pod e Uiyl

ANSIUIN

AQ parutodde juspisald ‘Sia¥Iom pue

SI9SN !S9NIUNWILIOD [eUOIBY Pue [eD0) JO
SOA1PIUSDIAD) AQ PIWIOS '991IWLILIOD HOd

suod |euoibal
1yb1s ysijgelss o1 [esodold 15au91ul
[euolbai Jo suod + (17¢) suod [esawwWo))

V'd AQ Pa||0J1U0D ‘S1eAlld

1USWUISA0D [eUOnEN

SIDIAISS [BDIUYDRI-[BIINEN

|0J1u0d pue Auadoid

uone1ado JuswabeurW Ul S31[EPOU 9DUBUISACD

piojpuet

suod |euoneu ur Auouoine
0u :$39) pue 19bpng ‘uonduny
Ul SNOWOUOINE 3Je SLOJ puelD)

Aywixold [eoiydesboab
S| PasN UOLS1ID DY} 21aym
‘duWayds bulbuoaqg |euolbal e Japun

JUSWILISAOD BU1
AQ parutodde juspisald "924aWUIOD)
JO slaquiey uo uspuadsp

‘s19sn Ag pawiioy ‘A1013a11g Uod

(/1) suod
152191U[ [PUOIDDY PUE (/) SoWnLDYY
1104 spupbio) :sdnolb Jofeud om |

[SPOW

Awouoiny

diysiouned

SaIpoq bupiew-uoIsaQ

20UrUISA0D SH0d

Aua [eba] umo Aua Ayjeuosiad [ebs| umQ V4 sniels
yodsuel] jo Ansiuiy
21e15 DIl BIEIS 4O UoISIARANS JapUN SNOWOUOINY Auadoud
[9POW 3JURUIDAOD)
NIVdS IVONLHOd AV EBINVAE]

2doIng UIBYINOS Ul S|9POW 9DUBUISAOL) € djqeL



Page 14 of 20

Gonzalez Laxe et al. Journal of Shipping and Trade (2016) 1:14

uone|siba| euoneu sA1UNOD Yoed uo paseq ‘JUaWdojaAIP UMO :32IN0S

1 10¢/C 1Ay pue | 10¢/0€ MeT

's311j0d [PIUSWIUOIIAUD

JO Juswaoidwl ‘Alijepowdsiul

4o uonowoid ‘(95 A|Jeak uo 199)
'Sy'd Jo Aljigeyoid ansiyde o

SOIOYINY 104 pue yum Apuiof
‘uodsuel] pue SYIOAA d1ignd JO Asiuln

JUSWILISAOD [eUOIRU 33 AQ
panoidde sueid Auedwod ybnoiys ‘sy'd

[9A3] 21815
e 1e pPaleulpiood ‘Awouoine [e1o]

Z10Z meT
‘8661 MET '€661/867 Me|-92139(

3|ge|leAe 10U ale spuny dlignd aduls
‘Buidueuly 9A31YDe O] “ADUSIDIYD PIseaDUl
pue ssausAiidwod Jaybly e yoeas o)

1101035 1od 8y} JoyuOW pue ssiaadns pue
Bujuue|d o165 dojoAsp 18Y) ‘SHOd
10} 2INISU| PUB SHIOM D1 |gNd JO ASIUIN

SHOM 21ignd
4O AnsIUl 9yl uo 1uspuadag

suolelado uod pue sadIAISS
BulAjinads JuswuIanon Ag palenbay

¥6/¥8 MET

‘Auouoine

DJUIOUODS Pasealdul Juswsbeueu

V' OIUl puepIUIY $ONSIBO| Spnpul
'S\'d JO JaquInu ay1 adNpal 0} Wiy

(s1eak g Jo

Y1bua| ay3 paadxs Jouued suoidadxa 1oy
SARS UDIYM) SUOISSDU0D ljignd ybnoaya
suopesado sa|puey 103295 areAud ay |
'salARoe uod bujuued pue bunowold
‘Buneupiood ‘buneinbai jo abieyds Ui si
'31L1S 3Y3 Jo uoIsiAIRdNS Jspun “y'd ay3
[9A9] Auedwio) fa1e1S [[oAg) [euonelado

BIENS

91e1S 01 5906 1531 9yl “v'd
01 5906 945 Ajuo ybnoy ‘snowouoiny

'8002/099 Mme SIUSWINd0P
$007/608 M1 ‘76/96% MET  [eD3] JSUYI0 pUR SMe| UIR|

Buluued |euoys1 pue

JUSWAO[SASP DILIOUODD 0} PaXUl] sabua|ieyd Jofey

91e1S :|9A3) |euonessdQ Buiuueld

21015 WO} UoReSUSAWOD YIM “y'd  SIUSUIISSAUL 2INIDNIISLIU|

sabua|ieyd

snouwouoiny S04

(panupiu0)) 2doing UISYINOS Ul S|9POW DUBUISACD) € 3jqeL



Gonzalez Laxe et al. Journal of Shipping and Trade (2016) 1:14 Page 15 of 20

governance model. These are clearly related to the evolution of time and institutions
rather than to a foundational situation, such as proposed by the original scheme that
dates back 25 years. For example, this occurs when the decision is taken to move from
straightforward port operation and regulatory action to public policy design and action
focused on serving the common interests of society. This shift in the orientation of
public policies, combined with technological change and the trade boost from
globalization, creates a set of opportunities for change in processes and strategies that
can lead to a programme of reforms and a shift to a new governance.

Indeed, Brooks and Cullinane begin by pointing out that the dynamics of port devel-
opment themselves can yield new opportunities for improvement from the govern-
ments. It is important to stress, however, that other elements can also feed back into
the process and once again can drive a programme of reforms leading for a new gov-
ernance. These type of new elements are present in both Southern Europe and South

America. Some of the main drivers are as follows:

e The interaction of ever-advancing trade and globalization with technological
change, as this produces feedback that can push traditional ports to the edge of
their expansion capacity.

e DPartial attainment of the original objectives, which can prompt the consideration of
what new goals might be needed, taking advantage of lessons learned and new
instruments that were not part of the original design.

e Changes in the market (and in technology), lack or excess of competition and shifts
in bargaining power between actors within the market that can result in monopsonies
or oligopsonies (the original objectives included the prevention of monopolies but not

of monopsonies).

As time passes, a governance model may be called into question because of its
intrinsic characteristics or because of the results achieved, in the light of various
considerations.

Having analysed the literature on the matter, and several experiences, it becomes evi-
dent that the concepts of governance and landlord require more debate in order to
reach a more comprehensive definition and its implementation. The cases analysed in
this paper, coinciding with a broad pre-existing literature, clearly show that despite the
basic definitions of traditional governance models (service, tool, private and landlord),
the different applications observed in each port (and within a country) hinder the un-
equivocal distinction of the application of each one in a "pure" manner.

“The most striking feature to emerge from our analysis of national situations is the
persistence of a hybrid model which combines aspects of the market-based landlord port
model with aspects of the more classical tool port model.” (Debrie 2010, page 8). Con-
sistently, when analysing governance models in 42 ports from 13 countries around the
world, including 3 out of the 8 countries analysed in this paper, Brooks and Cullinane
(2007) have identified the existence of multiple strategic objectives that can be managed
and monitored in a wide variety of ways. It is worth noting that in the analysed sample,
most case ports had been identified under a landlord model. Said study covered aspects
such as the objectives behind governance models, ways to deliver services such as
cargo-handling, chandlery, on-dock storage, container terminal operations, anchorage,
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port information, management of vessel traffic, container maintenance, towage, secur-
ity, waste disposal, pilotage, customs and other administrative services, general market-
ing of the port, stevedoring labour hiring, and other governmental duties such as
regulation, planning, and investment, among others. The authors concluded that the
traditional port governance models identified by “Baird (2000) and the World Bank
(undated) are oversimplified, cannot be validated, and do not reflect the hodgepodge of
‘infinite variety’ implemented in today’s highly competitive port environment” (Brooks
and Cullinane 2007, page 434).

Another view to be examined is the concept of governance that has often been re-
stricted, at the legal and functional levels, to the inside of ports, and tied to regulations
that were designed in times when port activities were much simpler (UNCTAD type).
Meanwhile, a wider, comprehensive and unified logistics concept has replaced the older
concept of services that are provided separately from the transport and distribution
chain, thus imposing the necessity to grant efficiency and efficacy to the logistics chain
as a whole (Sanchez and Pinto 2015).

The question now arises as to whether this governance still in place in each country,
particularly in Latin America, is capable of assuming the challenge of influencing an ex-
tended logistics chain. Indeed, the changes that took place in Argentina and Brazil
followed modifications in the original proposal, but not an adjustment to a shifting envir-
onment. In the case of Argentina, post-2012 modifications relate to the institutional
organization and coordination at the State level, turning the sector into a web of dis-
jointed organisms controlled by different Ministries. The first changes applied in 2016
have started to untangle the situation, a still ongoing process. As for Brazil, the situation
is slightly different. The latest modifications sought to expand port infrastructure,
modernize port administration, stimulate private investment and improve competitive-
ness, easing the way for new operators. To this end, the legislation puts an end to a long-
dated distinction between own cargo (which originally posed a limitation on TUPs®) and
third-party cargo, as well as lifting the restrictions on the development of new terminals
as long as they belong to the common area of the port. Despite these major changes,
which still need to be revised, it should be noted that the reform intended only to solve a
long-standing issue, but did not entirely address the new challenges of governance.

These circumstances pose an enormous challenge. As previously mentioned,
Vanoutrive (2012) identifies three issues: i) the need for the governing entity to exert
control over the governed entity, the latter of which now encompasses much more than
just port facilities; ii) the lack of citizens over whom to exercise governance; and iii) the
environmental impact. In addition to all of this comes institutional complexity, which
deepens the diversity of models and the results of governance (Ng and Pallis 2010).

The motivation in Latin America to apply reforms was common to almost every
country: each country’s search for an enhanced competitiveness in international mar-
kets, associated with the need for a better transportation network. The port system was
in need of drastic changes, among which stood the need to reformulate roles and set
clear rules for all parties involved. The aim was to facilitate the growth and competi-
tiveness of economy and trade, by decentralizing, deregulating and privatizing, thus
privileging economic efficiency. In the case of Southern Europe, although the concerns
were similar, a reform in transport policies had already been set in motion. Conse-
quently, as countries authorise new dispositions, the new role of the private initiative is
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progressively incorporated (today, private agents are already involved in decision-
making together with Port Authorities.) Furthermore, the European Commission is
currently including the private initiative in its resolutions, and proposes formulas
of “public-private partnership” in order to assume investments in infrastructure
and projects for new rail accesses into ports. Meanwhile, the consecutive disposi-
tions approved by Southern European Countries have enjoyed widespread support
from the sector; meaning, these decisions were adapted after a sustained joint ini-
tiative on the part of public and private agents.

All things considered, it is possible to say that ports in Southern European countries
have plunged head into an adaptation of their port governance. In Latin America, how-
ever, recent changes denote a greater tendency to reinforce the bases of original reforms,
taking the port environment as the sole core of governance (save for a slight exception in
Peru). Twenty-five years later, Latin America is in need of a revision of its port govern-
ance, adopting a less sectoral and more comprehensive consideration of the chain.

Several of the original objectives of the reforms were fulfilled (at least partially), while
others have emerged following the evolution of the markets. By consulting Fig. 1 it can
be deduced that introducing a reform that adapts governance to the new context would
be fitting. For instance, regarding the role of port authorities in Latin America, its ap-
proach is similar to that of Southern Europe countries, i.e. closer to the functions of a
regulator and promoter. Even so, the reforms that took place over the past five years in
Southern Europe have eased the insertion of the ports into the logistics chain, while in
South America this remains a pending matter.

Generally speaking, Southern Europe has shown a higher capability of adaptation to
change than Latin America, where it would be particularly convenient to embark on a
revision of port governance through a more comprehensive and sustainable view.

Conclusions

Taking the literature into account, and in light of revised experiences, it is possible to
suggest that port governance is the governance of the system of relationships and be-
haviours that define the functioning of a port in the context of a logistics chain. Port
governance is an ensemble of mechanisms, processes and rules through which the au-
thority over said activity is exercised, and refers to the behaviour of institutions being
influenced by a varied set of agents and rules. In other words, governance may be seen
as the decision-making process and the process through which such decisions are ei-
ther implemented or not, being conditioned by the set of mechanisms, procedures and
rules established by institutions, both formally and informally.

Considering the reviewed cases, it is possible to conclude that current port govern-
ance in Latin America is tied to the definition provided by UNCTAD in 1992; mean-
while countries in Southern Europe have begun to shift towards the role described by
Drewe and Janssen (1996). In both cases, reforms have aided the modernization process
of ports, the influx of private capital, the standardization of public-private association,
the increase in productivity, and the adoption of technical standards of operation that
allow for the delivery of more or less universal port services. However, aspects such as
the relationship with the workforce, the establishment of decision-making mechanisms
for investment and capacity expansion, or the type of port authority, are yet to be
sorted out. The main conclusions resulting from the analysed cases are as follows:
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e As opposed to their European counterparts, traditional concepts of ports continue
to form the basis of port governance in Latin America, and their adaptability to
change has proved to be lower than in the case of Europe.

e There has been increased action in the European cases than in the Latin American
cases to adapt ports (and, consequently, their governance) to the needs of an
enhanced logistics chain.

e An unequal rhythm of port governance adaptation to contextual changes requires
that the reform be considered an ongoing process.

e A profound revision of port governance would be advisable, particularly in South
America, in order to adapt to changes and new challenges.

e It is essential to elaborate a common definition of port governance. It is also
essential to develop further studies on the extent of the term ‘landlord’, taking into
consideration how it is merely the initial definition of public property and private
exploitation that are common to the analysed cases, while there exists a large
variety in the remaining components of governance and the relationship between
State and individuals in port activity.

The definition of ‘landlord model’ should indeed be re-examined, given the existence
of as many landlord models as cases analysed. The subsequent discussion concerns the
validity of the current landlord system and its capacity to adjust. Based on the cases
analysed, it is possible to conclude that current port governance in Latin America is in
need of a renewal, since the current base concepts are clearly related to old definitions
(like UNCTAD in 1992) and not linked to a modern concept of the role of ports and
the connection with the productive and logistics chains, both at the national and global
level. A similar reconsideration would be advisable for port governance within the
framework of an integral and sustainable policy. It is necessary to adopt a more com-
prehensive perspective of port development and operation, in order to enhance effi-
ciency throughout the logistics chain, including both expanding investments and
improving productivity and connectivity.

In summary, Southern Europe has shown a higher capability of adapting to change than
Latin America. The analysed Southern European countries showed no concern regarding
the contents of the definition of governance, taken as an academic or merely administra-
tive concept. Thus, diverse port systems coexist, with organizational structures that differ
in levels of participation as well as in regards to decision-making. Likewise, different fi-
nancing models and services provision models coexist as well, as a consequence of dis-
similar stakes on governance. However, a characteristic common to port systems in
Southern Europe continues to be the acceptance of changes, that is, non-dependency on
traditional institutional instances (path dependence). On the contrary, in the case of the
Latin American countries analysed, it is possible to observe an adjustment to objectives
previously set by public policies at the onset of the process (early 1990s), and a gradual
lack of adaptation to changes that took place in the port environment. Ultimately, the fact
that there is a difference between adaptation rhythms supports the idea that port govern-
ance is not a state as much as it is a dynamic process, in continuous evolution, intended
to answer to the changing conditions of the environment.

The analysed reforms both in South America and Southern Europe are the result of
decisions made by law-makers and government officials but also pressure by private
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companies. Both regions must improve their efficiency, take advantage of opportunities
and achieve a better integration into global supply chains. To this end, it is vital to
reach a thorough understanding of the forms that port governance takes, so it can be
perfected with views on fulfilling the stated objectives.

Finally, some relevant aspects could not be considered in this paper, due to its quali-
tative nature. For instance, authors have recognized one of those being the relationship
between the governance structure and the outcomes, in quantitative terms, the time lag
between reforms and the effective change of port governance and the relationship be-
tween reforms, governance and institutions, among others. Those matters should form
part of future research.

Endnotes

'Regarding Latin America, that evolution provided two different models of port gov-
ernance: models 1.0 and 2.0 (see Sanchez and Pinto 2015.)

’For a deeper knowledge of the effect of the legal proposals in port governance, see
(Pallis 2007).

®Certainly, there is a feedback between the governance model and its corresponding
outcome.

“The variety of the actually existing port governance models surpasses the basic the-
oretical models.

®The collapse was due to a period of insufficient investment, and internal
organization and market issues.

“For many years, port deficits were considered of minimal importance and a matter
that could be corrected with larger budget allocations or simply by raising charges.
However, such increases for nations which have adopted export-oriented macroeco-
nomic policies will ultimately affect the price of both exports and imports” (ECLAC
1992).

’“In the last decade of the twentieth century, governments face a fundamental choice:
either they identify and define appropriate roles for the public and private sectors in
ports vis-a-vis international trade or accept a reduction in the competitiveness of their
exports in world markets, a contraction in foreign exchange receipts, a decline in do-
mestic investments and a higher level of national unemployment” (ECLAC 1992).

8Private Use Terminals (from Portuguese Terminais de Uso Privado).
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